abroad programs further propel the need for institutions to become an effective venue to support sustained and meaningful cultural interactions. Institutions have the ability to shape students' civic and intercultural beliefs and experiences in assisting students to become future leaders who respect fairness, diversity, and inclusion. Students' exposure to civic and intercultural experiences in college could have a wide-ranging impact on their lifelong development in these domains.
The importance of civic and intercultural competency continues beyond the college campus as graduates enter the workforce, which is heavily influenced by multinational perspectives and fully immerses individuals in a society where people from vastly different ethnic, racial, and cultural backgrounds coexist. According to the Hart Research Associates (2015) survey of employers, close to 90% of the surveyed employers believed that all students should understand democratic institutions and values. The 21st-century workforce requires individuals who understand the rapidly changing social, cultural, and ethical issues and can anticipate the impact of such changes on their work (Casner-Lotto & Barrington, 2006; Gould, 2011) .
Challenges in Assessing Civic and Intercultural Competencies
Despite the widely recognized importance of civic and intercultural competency, the quality of assessment of these two critical concepts has been subpar, compared to the assessment of more traditional learning outcomes, such as writing and quantitative literacy. One reason underlying the challenge in developing assessment for the civic and intercultural competency is the multidimensional nature of both concepts and therefore a lack of a clear-cut definition.
The reviews by Torney-Purta, Cabrera, Roohr, Liu, and Rios (2015) and Griffith, Wolfeld, Armon, Rios, and Liu (2016) identified many terms that have been used to describe these two competencies, respectively, without a clear understanding of the similarities and differences among such terms. For example, for civic-related concepts, common terms include civic learning, civic capacity, civic education, civic skills, and civic inclinations (e.g., Markle, Brenneman, Jackson, Burrus, & Robbins, 2013) . Similarly, an array of terms has also been used to describe the intercultural domain, such as intercultural attitudes and worldviews, intercultural capabilities, cross-cultural competency, and intercultural traits (Leung, Ang, & Tan, 2014) . Compared with other terms, the term intercultural competency emphasizes that the contexts and settings of intercultural interactions do not necessarily cross national borders and that they can also transpire at a micro-level (e.g., a state, a company, an institution; Griffith et al., 2016) . The Torney-Purta et al. (2015) report reviewed more than a dozen influential frameworks and initiatives that were designed to promote civic education and revealed that although some common themes emerged from the various efforts, they each have some unique focus that is particularly incorporated for the purpose of that project. Similarly, Griffith et al. (2016) examined more than 20 models of intercultural competency and found these models differ vastly in their focus, the specificity of their definition, and the number of dimensions and components that are included for the intercultural construct.
Hence, before delving into the assessment design, it is incumbent on test developers to delineate the characteristics, components, and interrelations of the various terms to understand the implications of such factors in assessment design. An operational definition is also needed to guide the test development and provide transparency to users and other stakeholders on how scores can be interpreted and used in relation to the definition.
Another prevalent challenge in the assessment of civic and intercultural competency is the overreliance on self-report Likert scales within existing assessments. Among the close to 30 existing civic assessments and tools reviewed by TorneyPurta et al. (2015) , the vast majority rely solely or partly on Likert scales. The issue is even more dominant with intercultural assessments, as only a few among the 32 existing assessments reviewed by Griffith et al. (2016) utilized an item format other than Likert scales. The predominant use of Likert scales limits the scope of assessment of civic and intercultural competency, as Likert scales can be useful for assessing certain affective-behavioral domains but may not be suited for assessing other essential components, such as knowledge and skills. Additional item types are needed to capture the full range of the civic and intercultural constructs.
In addition to the aforementioned issues in ambiguous definitions and limited item types, the psychometric quality of the existing assessments is also mixed and can be improved. One issue is that, given the multidimensionality of the civic and intercultural competency, many assessments report subscores. Although the reliability for the overall instrument is typically satisfactory, some assessments had subscale reliabilities lower than conventionally accepted values (Griffith et al., 2016; Torney-Purta et al., 2015) . Another pitfall is the lack of information of the interrelations among the subscales. If some of the subscales are highly correlated, the decision to report scores based on such subscales needs to be revisited, as the separate subscores may fail to provide unique information about test takers.
In response to the challenges in assessing civic and intercultural competencies, Educational Testing Service (ETS) launched a research program, now called the HEIghten ® Outcomes Assessment Suite, to review current research on these two competencies, among others, and also to design assessments that are less susceptible to the typical challenges facing these two constructs. Note that HEIghten research also focused on critical thinking, quantitative literacy, and written communication, in addition to civic and intercultural competencies. A framework paper was published for each of the HEIghten modules, and the papers mainly consisted of the following four components: (a) a comprehensive overview of current frameworks and research initiatives for the competency of interest in both domestic and international arenas; (b) an overview of existing assessments, including the reliability and validity evidence of these instruments, produced by both the test sponsors and users; (c) an operational definition that provided guidance for new assessment development of the target competency; and (d) a discussion of assessment considerations, including assessment challenges, possible item types and item formats, and other significant issues to be considered in assessment design. Examples of prominent prior work reviewed for civic competency and engagement included the Political Engagement Project at the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching from 2000 to 2007 (Colby, Beaumont, Ehrlich, & Corngold, 2007; Colby, Ehrlich, Beaumont, & Stephens, 2003) , the American Democracy Project sponsored by the American Association of State Colleges and Universities (2014), the Civic Engagement Valid Assessment of Learning in Undergraduate Education (VALUE) rubric (Rhodes, 2010) by the Association of American Colleges and Universities (AAC&U), and the global and civic learning component of the Degree Qualifications Profile (Adelman, Ewell, Gaston, & Schneider, 2011 sponsored by the Lumina Foundation. Similarly, a number of prior definitions and frameworks for intercultural competency were also consulted (Arasaratnam, 2008; Deardorff, 2006; Griffith & Harvey, 2001; King & Baxter Magolda, 2005) . For more details of the framework papers, refer to Torney-Purta et al. (2015) for civic competency and engagement and to Griffith et al. (2016) for intercultural competency.
Civic Competency and Engagement and Intercultural Competency and Diversity: The HEIghten Definitions
Based on a comprehensive review and alignment with existing literature, researchers proposed the following operational definitions for civic competency and engagement (CCE; Figure 1 ) and intercultural competency and diversity (ICD; Figure 2 ). The HEIghten CCE assessment encompasses two competency or cognitive dimensions of civic knowledge and civic skills and two engagement dimensions that include civic attitudes and civic participation. This definition aims to provide a comprehensive depiction of what individuals know and can do when it comes to civic learning and also what they believe and how they participate in civic processes and activities. Civic knowledge includes knowledge of facts, concepts, and principles (e.g., democratic processes, government structures, voting) across various contexts (local, national, international, past or present) . Civic skills includes both analytic skills (i.e., the ability to apply political and civic knowledge to systematically analyze civic-related issues/scenarios) and participatory and involvement skills (i.e., the ability to make reasoned judgments about political and civic situations or problem-solving processes, especially in group and/or community contexts). Civic attitudes includes efficacy (i.e., belief that one can understand and influence government and political affairs) and democratic norms and values (i.e., one's belief in basic principles of a democratic and diverse society, with a sense of responsibility to take civic action). Lastly, civic participation includes civic and political behavior and actions in face-to-face or online contexts. For the HEIghten ICD assessment, we draw on a prior definition that intercultural competency "reflects a person's capability to gather, interpret, and act upon these radically different cues to function effectively across cultural settings or in a multicultural situation" (Earley & Peterson, 2004, p. 105) . Intercultural competency is decomposed into three dimensions: approach, analyze, and act (Figure 2 ). The approach dimension represents the social and emotional characteristics that will likely impact a person's overall effectiveness in an intercultural setting. The approach dimension captures (a) having a positive cultural orientation (i.e., evaluating cross-cultural situations in a positive and favorable way), (b) tolerance for ambiguity (i.e., the ability to maintain composure and well-being in uncertain or volatile situations), and (c) cross-cultural self-efficacy (i.e., the degree to which an individual believes that he or she can achieve a goal).
The analyze dimension captures an individual's ability to become aware of, evaluate, and synthesize culturally related information without activating preconceived judgments or personal biases. The analyze dimension includes (a) selfawareness (i.e., the degree to which an individual understands the impact of his or her culture, values, preferences, and previous experiences on his or her cognitive, emotional, and behavioral responses), (b) social monitoring (i.e., attention to the other's physical, verbal, and nonverbal behaviors and cues during a social interaction; attention to others' responses to one's own actions and signals), (c) perspective taking/suspending judgment (i.e., active consideration of others' potential viewpoints; active refrainment from preconceived cultural schema interfering with information processing), and (d) cultural knowledge application (i.e., utilization of relevant declarative cultural knowledge in an interaction).
Last, the act dimension refers to a person's ability to monitor and control his or her emotions and behaviors in intercultural interactions, particularly in difficult and stressful situations. The act dimension includes (a) behavior regulation (i.e., active monitoring and revision of personal behavior to engage in culturally appropriate behavior and avoid engaging in culturally inappropriate behavior) and (b) emotion regulation (i.e., the ability to monitor and revise emotions in an automatic or controlled manner).
Translating Definitions into Assessment: Test Development and a Large-Scale Pilot
The designs of the CCE and ICD assessments followed three guiding principles in that they need to (a) closely align with the theoretical framework and also the operational definition, (b) utilize a variety of item formats (other than just Likert items) to elicit a full range of information from students, and (c) situate the items in authentic scenarios that are relevant to higher education. To this end, the CCE assessment uses item formats including single-selection multiple-choice, multipleselection multiple-choice, drop-down menus, and situational judgment (SJT) items to measure civic competency. There are 30 civic competency items: 15 measuring civic knowledge and 15 measuring civic skills. Note that SJT items are in a multiple-choice format (scored as right or wrong) and are one of the item types used to measure civic skills. SJTs present a test taker with a task-related situation where the test taker is asked to choose the appropriate response from a list of alternatives. In this assessment, these questions require students to analyze a set of circumstances and evaluate or choose the correct answer or course of action. Answer keys for the SJTs were determined by content experts and confirmed using empirical data from prototype administrations prior to the pilot test. For civic engagement, item formats include Likerttype items and multiple-selection multiple-choice items. For measuring civic attitudes, hypothetical scenarios about civicrelated issues are presented, followed by reactions or quotations from people involved in the scenario. Following the scenarios are Likert-type questions where test takers are asked to rate their agreement with each quotation on a 4-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly agree). There are 30 Likert-type questions measuring civic attitudes. The 20 civic participation items include questions about the context and frequency of the participation. All item stimuli across the assessment are embedded in realistic contexts (e.g., campus, local community, state, national, and international levels) and include a variety of maps, texts, graphs, tables, and charts to make the assessment more engaging for students.
The ICD assessment uses both Likert-type items and SJT items to assess students' intercultural attitudes and skills. For the approach domain, Likert-type items present test takers with a set of short statements with which they are asked to rate their agreement on a 4-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly agree). There are 34 of these statements, and they are designed to be highly relatable for students. The analyze dimension has 26 items and the act dimension has 14 items, all in SJT format. These two dimensions are later combined for analysis because they are highly correlated ( Table 5 ). Note that it does not necessarily invalidate the theoretical structure of the construct, but the high correlation makes it less practically meaningful to keep the dimensions separate. Test takers are presented with a range of cross-cultural scenarios and a series of questions relating to each scenario. Test takers are asked to indicate the best or most appropriate response Note. CCE = civic competency and engagement assessment; ICD = intercultural competency and diversity assessment.
or responses using single-or multiple-select multiple-choice formats, with the aim of creating or maintaining positive interactions and relationships in cross-cultural settings. The scenarios or situations are set in the following contexts: (a) study, teaching, or traveling abroad; (b) international collaboration; (c) guests from other cultures; and (d) subcultures within the United States.
To adequately assess the civic and intercultural constructs, a pilot study took place between January and March 2017. Four pilot forms were designed for the CCE assessment, and three pilot forms were designed for the ICD assessment. Each CCE form had 80 items, and each ICD form had 76 items. Each form was designed to be less than 45 minutes long so the assessment could be administered in one class period, following recommendations from an online survey including more than 200 academic officers at both 2-and 4-year higher education institutions as part of the assessment design process. Currently, both the CCE and ICD assessments have two operational forms in the same format as the pilot forms (i.e., same number of items and administration time).
In recruiting institutions for the pilot study, consideration was given to institutions' selectivity, type (e.g., community college, liberal arts college, research university), size and setting, and geographic location. Each institution may have used different strategies to recruit students (e.g., cash rewards, course credits, free food), which reflects the reality of how institutions typically recruit students to take similar assessments. A total of 1,841 students from 38 U.S. higher education institutions took the CCE assessment, and 1,901 students from 37 U.S. higher education institutions took the ICD assessment. Table 1 shows the demographic information of the participants. Note that the samples for these two assessments were not completely separate, as some institutions administered both assessments to the same group of students.
A host of psychometric analyses were conducted across the pilot forms to examine the quality of the test items, including dimensionality analyses, reliability, 1 item difficulty, item discrimination, differential item functioning analysis with regard to gender (an analysis typically used to detect potential bias), 2 correlations between subdimensions, and relationships of test scores to other related variables. Prior to conducting these analyses, we flagged and removed unmotivated test takers using two sets of rules, one for the multiple-choice sections of each assessment and one for the Likert-type sections. Test-taking motivation, which is defined as the willingness to engage as well as investing effort and persistence in working on test items (Baumert & Demmrich, 2001) , has long been a concern for low-stakes assessments, as the results have no consequences for test takers. For the multiple-choice sections of the CCE and ICD assessments, test takers were a Institution-level reliability was calculated using a split-sample approach as described in Klein et al. (2009) . flagged and removed if they (a) failed to answer more than 25% of items and/or (b) responded in less than 10% of the mean item response time for over 20% of items. For the Likert-type sections of the assessments, students were flagged and removed if they (a) possessed 75% or more of nonresponses and/or (b) completed the Likert section in less than 2 minutes. For the purpose of this report, we will not report on the full psychometric results. Instead, in this section, we present results on some noteworthy aspects of students' performance, the relationship between their test performance and relevant criteria, and future directions of research. For instance, Tables 2 and 3 show the institution-level and student-level reliabilities for the two assessments, respectively, for the score reporting categories. Score reporting categories for the CCE assessment include (a) civic competency with two subscores of civic knowledge and civic skills and (b) civic attitudes. The operational CCE assessment will not have a total score for civic participation given the heterogeneity of participation questions. Instead, item-level frequencies will be reported back to the institutions for them to monitor students' participation at various levels and in various contexts. Score reporting categories for the ICD assessment include (a) approach and (b) analyze and act, with six additional subscores for cultural knowledge application, suspending judgment, self-awareness, social monitoring, and emotional regulation.
A First Peek Into Students' Civic and Intercultural Competencies
For civic competency, students on average responded correctly to approximately half of the items on the assessment. The results suggest that there is room for improvement for both students' civic knowledge and their civic skills. Similarly, average civic attitude level was around 60%, meaning that students were likely or very likely to agree with most of the assertions about efficacy and democratic norms and values. With regard to students' civic participation, Figure 3 shows two items on civic participation that demonstrated areas of improvement for students across institutions. Question a asked students to select all the contexts where they had done the following: "Since you have been at this institution, have you collected money for a social cause?" Question b asked students the frequency at which they "followed social/political blogs, podcasts, or other Web-based news sources." Although many students had raised money for a social cause on campus, few students had raised money for state-level, national, or international causes. In addition, only 15% of the students reported following Web-based news sources on a daily or weekly basis, and almost half of students had never done that, which could suggest a need for students to increase their participation in terms of paying more attention to civic-and political-related issues.
For the ICD assessment, on the approach dimension, students on average scored 106.18 (SD = 11.65) points out of the possible 144 points, indicating no evidence of a ceiling effect. Overall, the results of the approach section revealed important aspects for students to improve. For example, when responding to the statement "I could adapt to living with a family from another culture," more than half of the students disagreed or strongly disagreed (Figure 4 ). Social desirable responding (i.e., choosing a particular answer to look good) was also examined via cognitive interviews with students during the prototype stage of the assessment. Specifically, when asked "If this [approach] section had counted for something-for a class grade, for credit-would you have answered differently?" students responded in the following ways: "I thought less about finding the correct answer and more about what I would do in the situation" and "There isn't a right or wrong answer, just what you would do." These results echo the findings of Rios and Anguiano-Carrasco (2016) , who found that social desirable responding was negligible for low-stakes assessments comprising Likert-type items, such as the ICD assessment in this case. On the combined analyze and act dimensions involving multiple-choice items, students correctly responded to approximately 56% of the items, suggesting that this section of the assessment was neither too easy nor too difficult for students.
In addition to reporting these various scores back to institutions, proficiency levels with performance-level descriptors will also be made available to institutions after standard setting is conducted.
How Did Freshmen and Seniors Differ on Civic Competency and Engagement and Intercultural Competency and Diversity?
How students' civic and intercultural competencies evolve through college years is another aspect that many institutions care about. For these analyses, we used cross-sectional data with separate cohorts across freshman, sophomore, junior, and senior students. Across college grade level (as indicated by college credit hours completed), senior students outperformed their freshman peers on civic competency. Results show that sophomores, juniors, and seniors statistically significantly outperformed freshman students on civic competency by 3, 5, and 9 percentage points, respectively ( Figure 5 ), corresponding to effect sizes of 0.19, 0.30, and 0.63 standard deviations, respectively. In terms of civic attitudes, attitudinal levels were similar across the 4 years of college; however, seniors did appear to have attitudinal levels 0.25 standard deviations higher than freshmen. Similar to civic competency, students' civic participation was higher for seniors as compared to freshmen by approximately 0.50 standard deviations. To put these values in context, previous research using the HEIghten critical thinking assessment found that seniors significantly outperformed freshmen by 0.30 standard deviations (Liu, Mao, Frankel, & Xu, 2016) . Thus the score differences between freshmen and seniors were of a much larger magnitude on civic competency and civic participation when compared with differences on critical thinking. Note that the analysis did not control for prior cognitive ability and attrition at institutions and therefore any differences observed here could partially be due to a more able senior cohort. That said, there is no evidence that students with better cognitive ability are necessarily more active participants in civic activities and are more adept at intercultural interactions. 
Civic Knowledge and Attitudes Do Not Translate into Civic Participation
Although civic learning includes both civic competency and civic engagement, these two constructs are distinct from each other. Correlations adjusted for attenuation (i.e., unreliability) between test scores on the CCE forms (Table 4) low adjusted correlations between civic participation and civic competency and attitudes. These results suggest that an individual with high performance on civic knowledge and skills or with high attitude levels may not have active civic participation. Similarly, the adjusted correlations were also low between civic knowledge and skills and student attitudes.
These low adjusted correlations demonstrate the importance of differentiating these scores in the score report to individuals and institutions so they can clearly identify strengths and weaknesses. In a recent report by the American Council of Trustees and Alumni (2016) , the authors argued that although community service programs at colleges are useful, "they give students little insight into how our system of government works and what roles they must fill as citizens of a democratic republic" (p. 1). These preliminary correlation results demonstrate that these three aspects of civic learning are distinct and that each of these aspects needs to be emphasized within the college curriculum. For dimensions on the ICD assessment, the approach dimension showed low to moderate adjusted correlations with the analyze and act dimensions, respectively (Table 5) , which suggests that students' overall attitude toward and efficacy about intercultural interactions do not necessarily reflect their knowledge and skills in this domain. The two cognitive dimensions analyze and act are perfectly correlated after the scores are adjusted for unreliability. Although these are two theoretically distinct dimensions, the empirical data from the pilot study suggest that there is no practical difference between them, and therefore we decided to combine these two dimensions for score reporting purposes. Note that these analyses will be replicated using data from an operational test to empirically evaluate whether these two dimensions should be combined.
Relationship between Assessment Scores and Criterion Variables
To provide preliminary validity evidence to support the use of the CCE assessment scores, we evaluated the relationship between CCE scores (proportion correct) and self-reported scores on the Advanced Placement ® (AP ® ) U.S. Government examination, self-reported AP U.S. History scores, self-rated civic knowledge/civic skills, and self-rated civic engagement level. Results showed that (a) students with AP U.S. Government or U.S. History scores of 3 or higher scored statistically significantly higher on the civic competency and civic participation portions of the assessment as compared to students with AP scores of 1 or 2 (Figures 7 and 8 , respectively); (b) students who indicated they had good or excellent civic knowledge and skills had statistically significantly higher civic competency, civic attitudes, and civic participation scores than those who rated as average or poor ( Figure 9) ; and (c) students who indicated they had above average or high levels of civic engagement had statistically significantly higher civic competency, civic attitudes, and civic participation scores as compared to students who reported low levels of civic engagement (Figure 10 ). When administering the ICD assessment, we also gathered information on background variables, such as the number of countries students traveled to, whether they had opportunities to learn about different cultures, and how often they interact with ethnically or nationally different people. Students' experience traveling abroad was associated with their ICD performance. For example, students who traveled to more than three countries outperformed students who had never traveled abroad on both the approach (d = 0.57; Figure 11 ) and the analyze and act dimensions (d = 0.25). Students who self-reported having more opportunity to learn and to interact with people from ethnically diverse backgrounds also performed significantly better than students who did not have such opportunities, and the effect sizes ranged from moderate to large (Figures 12 and 13) , which points to the importance for institutions to provide opportunities on campus to increase students' intercultural experience. It is important to note, however, that opportunity to travel abroad may also be directly related to socioeconomic status.
Do Males and Females Differ on Civic and Intercultural Competency?
We also evaluated differences in performance across males and females. Results show that males statistically significantly outperformed females on civic competency by 2 percentage points or 0.26 standard deviations. For the two aspects of civic engagement, however, females performed significantly higher (Figure 14) . Previous research has found mixed results in terms of gender differences in civic learning assessments; however, much of the literature has shown females with higher overall scores (Reason & Hemer, 2015) . For instance, Hu (2008) found that females are more likely to engage in civic behavior, and other studies have shown that females report higher scores on civic values (Cabrera et al., 2002; Hurtado, Engberg, Ponjuan, & Landreman, 2002; Pascarella, Edison, Nora, Hagedorn, & Terenzini, 1996) . That said, Dolan (2011) found that males outperformed females on topics related to political knowledge. Similarly, Delli Carpini and Keeter (1996) found that the gender performance difference depended on the type of political and civic knowledge. For instance, adult males performed higher on topics related to war and political power, whereas females performed higher on topics related to social welfare policy or education. On the ICD assessment, females outperformed males on both the approach and the analyze and act dimensions (Figure 15 ). According to the Institute of International Education (IIE), among the U.S. students who study abroad, 67% are female (Witherell, 2016) . Previous research has also shown that gender is a strong predictor of intent to study abroad (Stroud, 2010) . There is evidence that intercultural competence is a malleable skill and that it could be improved with proper training that could be provided through study abroad programs (e.g., Engle & Crowne, 2014) . It is important for higher education institutions to reach out to all students when promoting intercultural competency.
Design of the Score Reports
For the CCE and ICD scores to be useful, it is critical to determine the most effective way to report the scores to institutional and student users. Having clear and useful score reports can support users in making appropriate score-based inferences (Hambleton & Zenisky, 2013) . If a score report is developed in a clear and meaningful way, then the score report can provide actionable data to test users and guidance for interpreting scores appropriately.
As there is no "one-size-fits-all" method for developing score reports, one approach for score report development is to conduct focus groups and interviews with test users to better understand their needs and preferences (Goodman & Hambleton, 2004; Hattie, 2009; Zenisky & Hambleton, 2012) . For the CCE and ICD assessments, we have conducted online and in-person focus groups with institutional stakeholders to better understand how they intend to use the results from these assessments (e.g., for accreditation or curricular improvement) and what types of information would be useful in supporting these intended uses. For CCE, we conducted one in-person and three online focus groups with a total of 10 higher education institutions that were involved in the pilot study. Institutional users indicated that having a high-level summary of the results is important for showing these findings to other individuals throughout the institution, including faculty, and is also useful for accreditation purposes. Institutions also stressed the importance of having benchmarking information so that they could compare their performance to other institutions. Subscores, performance-level descriptors, and item-level results were most useful for diving more deeply into the results and for determining how the results could relate back to curriculum. These additional types of scores could also be useful for evaluating the impact of changes made in the curriculum or for comparing different groups of students (e.g., transfer students). A few institutions also indicated that they intended to use the results to support their mission statements regarding citizenship.
For ICD, one in-person and three online focus groups were conducted with 14 higher education institutions from the pilot study. Results from these focus groups are similar to those for CCE, with institutions planning to use the assessment for accreditation, improvement of the curriculum, benchmarking, and evaluating learning over time. Institutions expressed a particular interest in the evaluation of campus programs, such as a course on diversity or a program on cultural issues. Group-level subscores were of special interest for ICD to pinpoint particular strengths and weaknesses of various subgroups of students. Specific to ICD, there was also interest in linking scores to the study abroad programs and to residential life on campus (especially for campuses with large international student populations). Both the CCE and ICD focus groups stressed the importance of including various elements on the score report to optimize the information provided to users. Feedback gathered from the focus groups revealed a strong preference for elements such as total score; subscores that represent students' performance on the subscales as defined by the assessment; proficiency levels with performance-level descriptors that provide information on what students may be expected to know or do at each level; score distributions; benchmarking information in relevance to both the national sample and a sample of institutions of similar profile (i.e., information presented from a comparison group); and item-level information, such as the percentage of students who endorsed a particular statement. The final score reports will be designed relying on the feedback from these focus groups along with psychometric and statistical analysis results from the pilot and field tests.
Conclusion
Both educators and employers have asked for well-rounded college graduates for an effective workforce and highfunctioning society at large. Skills such as civic and intercultural competencies are critically important for college graduates to make fulfilling contributions as citizens and employees. To gain a competitive edge in today's global economy, employers now seek college graduates with sufficient knowledge of civic engagement and intercultural competency (Casner-Lotto & Barrington, 2006; Gould, 2011; Hart Research Associates, 2015) , as satisfactory performance of many jobs requires effective global citizens. College graduates are expected to be able to work with colleagues from all parts of the world with diverse opinions, cultures, and values. They should recognize the increasing global challenges that they must jointly address as citizens (Adelman et al., 2014) . As indicated in the Degree Qualifications Profile, "by exploring global, intercultural, scientific and economic topics, students pursue questions that both prepare them for civic participation and create a larger context for their specialized interests" (Adelman et al., 2014, p. 12) .
Despite the increased importance of civic and intercultural competence, limitations with prior measurement tools have constrained the assessment of and also the opportunity for improving students' civic and intercultural competencies. One major limitation has been the myriad terminology and definitions for both of these competencies. Torney-Purta et al. (2015) and Griffith et al. (2016) both reviewed and synthesized existing definitions and frameworks to create operational definitions for civic competency and intercultural competency, respectively. These two frameworks provide clear definitions of terms and recommendations for assessing these competencies. The HEIghten assessment is one example of how the frameworks can be used to guide assessment design. The frameworks can also be used by institutions when they develop their missions and student learning outcome statements and when they make decisions about assessment adoption or develop their own instruments.
Early Results Suggest Room for Student Improvement in These Competencies
Results from this large-scale pilot show that the multidimensional constructs can be adequately assessed. The results also show that there is clearly room for improvement in terms of students' civic and intercultural knowledge and skills that institutions can focus on in their efforts to further promote these essential competencies. Both civic and intercultural competencies are malleable traits in that they can be improved with proper training and development (e.g., Engle & Crowne, 2014) . For example, the findings from this study show that students who reported having more opportunities to learn about other cultures and to interact with others from ethnically diverse backgrounds performed substantially better on both the attitudinal and knowledge and skills dimensions of the HEIghten ICD assessment. These results suggest that more exposure to intercultural experiences is associated with greater awareness and enhanced performance, providing early evidence that the ICD assessment measures what it was designed to measure in that the relationship between ICD assessment scores and relevant variables confirmed expectations.
It is important for institutions to offer programs and opportunities to help students increase their awareness of and gain experience in civic and intercultural domains. Institutions need clear and actionable data from these assessments to evaluate and improve their curriculum. Focus groups with institutional stakeholders confirmed that subscore information can be useful data for these purposes and can also be used to evaluate institutional missions. As institutions around the globe constantly strive to achieve academic excellence, it is imperative that they promote critical skills, such as civic and intercultural competencies, so their graduates are likely to gain a competitive advantage in the global workplace. On a related note, the two constructs of interest in this study are related to social and emotional skills that have been heavily discussed and promoted in schools. A recent report under the aegis of a 28-member Council of Distinguished Scientists affirmed the importance and even economic value of social and emotional skills (Jones & Kahn, 2017) -that for every $1 investment in social and emotional skills interventions, there are long-term benefits averaging $11 (Belfield et al., 2015) . The promotion of skills such as civic and intercultural competency should also extend from higher education to K-12 for a greater continuity in building these skills for students. For both K-12 and higher education, the concept of the "whole student" matters.
Notes
1 Student-level reliability was calculated separately for each test form using coefficient alpha. Institution-level reliability was calculated using a split-sample approach with institutional means as described in Klein et al. (2009) . 2 DIF analyses were not conducted with regard to race/ethnicity because of small sample sizes.
